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REG. vs. GEORGE FEATHERSTONE.
1.Delivery by the wIfe of her husband's goods to her adulterer, he having knowledge
that she had taken them without her husband's authority, is sufficient to support
an indictment for larceny against the adulterer.
2. Where a case was reserved for the Cqurt of Criminal Appeal, and the Judge before whom it was tried died before it was signed, the Court directed it to be signed
by the other Judge who was in the commission.

This case 'had been tried before the late Mr. Justice Talfourd,
who died before it had been signed by him, according to the 11 &
12 Viet. c. 78, s.2. Upon application to the Court on a former
occasion (April 29) for its direction under the circumstances, the
Court directed that it should be signed by the learned judge (Mr.
Justice Wightman) who had been in the commission with Mr. Justice Talfourd. The case was as follows: The prisoner, George
Featherstone, was tried at the last assizes at Worcester. The indictment charged him with stealing twenty-two sovereigns and some
wearing apparel. It appeared that the prosecutor's wife had taken
from the prosecutor's bed-room thirty-five sovereigns and some articles of clothing,-and that when she left the house she called to the
prisoner, who was in a lower room with the prosecutor and other
persons, and said, "George, its all right; come on." The prisoner
left in a few minutes afterwards. The prisoner and the wife were
afterwards seen at various places, and eventually traced to a public
house, where they passed the night together. When taken into
custody the prisoner had twenty-two sovereigns upon him.

The

jury found the prisoner guilty, stating that they did so "on the
ground that he received the sovereigns from the wife, knowing that
she took them without the consent of her husband." Whereupon
the judge respited the judgment, admitted the prisoner to bail and
reserved for the opinion of the Court of Appeal the question,
whether a delivery of the husband's goods by the wife to the adul'18 Jur. 538.

